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Executive Summary
The Oregon Aspen Project was initiated in response to the decline of aspen groves in
Oregon and throughout the Western United States, and the lack of information to guide
managers interested in stewardship to enhance this resource. There were three central
goals and accompanying objectives for this project which are listed below. The project
accomplishments are provided below each bulleted objective.
1) To increase the knowledge-base on aspen management and promote active
restoration of this resources on private lands in Oregon through:


Completion of a user-friendly management guide to guide landowners in assessment,
restoration and maintenance of aspen groves.

Accomplishments: Originally planned as a 30-page guide, we produced a 79-page manual to
provide thorough coverage of the aspen biology and management. A total of 600 manuals
were produced and have been made available to workshop and tour participants, and other
resource agency staff, professional and landowners unable to attend the organized events.
The manual is available for download on the Oregon State Extension Website by chapter.
Hard copy manuals were mailed to the extension offices in the following communities
throughout Central and Eastern Oregon: Redmond, Prairie City, La Grande, Baker City,
Lakeview, Klamath Falls, and Prineville. Electronic version links of the manual were emailed
to 75 NRCS personnel on the Eastside of the Cascades.
A central feature of this manual and project was the development of assessment tools for
landowners to document and analyze their aspen resources, as a basis for baseline
documentation; understanding management needs and prescribe stewardship actions.
Methodologies for these tools were developed, tested and published in the manual.


Completion of educational workshops and tours to each aspen demonstration site.

Accomplishments: Aspen education workshops were held in the four planned communities
(Prineville, Lakeview, Klamath Falls and John Day). An additional presentation was
organized and conducted in Bend to expand participation for those unable to make the
workshops in the more remote locations. A total of 215 participants attended these
workshops, meeting our expectations for attendance and impact. Three half-day tours were
conducted at three of the demonstration sites. A full day tour was organized for the Prineville,
Oregon demonstration sites to allow a more thorough and comprehensive discussion of the
treatments and results.
In addition to the workshops and tours, the following articles were published to promote this
project and aspen stewardship practices:
Reclaiming Fading Glory: The Decline of Aspen and How to Bring it Back
By Darin Stringer. Published in the Spring 2009 Newsletter, “Northwest
Woodlands”. A Publication of the Oregon Small Woodlands, Washington Farm
Forestry, Idaho Forest Owners & Montana Forest Owners Associations
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Aspen in Oregon – and Beyond
What’s Happening Where You Are?
By Nicole Strong. Society for Range Management – Pacific Northwest Section.
August 2008. Volume 59, Section 3, Pg. 7
Aspen remnants get second chance
by Scotta Callister. Blue Mountain Eagle. November 12, 2008. Pg. 10


Development of a program that provides on-site consultation on aspen resources,
threats and management recommendations to private landowners.

Accomplishments: A total of 11 private landowner visits were conducted throughout North
Central, Central and Eastern Oregon. Two workshops were delivered at the OSU Tree School
days in Klamath Falls and Baker City and were attended by 30 people.
2) To test innovative methods and technologies for use in aspen management
including:


Completion of demonstration projects involving implementation of cutting-edge
aspen treatments on four private ranches in Hood, Lake, Crook and Klamath
Counties, involving the following prescriptions:
1- Use of skid steer/mastication and tree sheer technology in a variety of conifer
encroachment settings
2- Examine the length of duration of exclosures needed prior to return of cattle
grazing.
3- Effectiveness of down wood to reduce browse pressure on aspen seedlings.
4- Effectiveness of various buck and pole exclosures to minimize elk intrusion, as
alternative to large fenced areas.

Accomplishments: Demonstration treatments were completed on five private ranches. On
these ranches different combinations of treatments were completed including conifer felling,
piling, prescribed burning, mastication of conifers, and construction of various types of big
game fence. These treatments were applied on approximately 75 acres. Additional benefits to
aspen were realized through consultation with a 6th demonstration site near Lakeview, Oregon
managed by Pete Talbot for the Williams family. On this site, management for aspen was
enhanced with alteration of grazing timing and intensity.
Results from the above treatments are promising. Aspen have responded in all conifer
removal and burn treatments with increased suckering (See photos, Appendix C). Fencing
treatments have resulted in protection of new suckers. Effectiveness of fence treatments will
continue to be monitored by landowners using the techniques described in the Aspen Manual,
and reported to the grant project coordinators to examine longer-term trends of tree survival
and growth in exclosed areas. Repeat measurements on treated demonstration sites are
planned for 2012 to gauge treatment response.
3) To develop and pursue funding sources for stewardship of aspen on private lands.
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Funding secured on an on-going basis to provide resources to assist landowners with
management activities. This would be available to landowners other than
demonstration site owners.

Accomplishments: Additional grant funds were secured for Jim Wood and Ralph Foster to
continue aspen work using funds from the Oregon Department of Forestry’s Mule Deer
Recovery Project for the Maury Mountains. We were able to secure assistance from the South
Lane School District to provide labor to further aspen assistance on the Westfall property, and
the Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation for the Dovenberg ranch.
This part of the project will continue to be developed on an on-going basis. Plans and
discussions are underway to secure funding for aspen enhancement on aspen on lands owned
by the Deschutes Land Trust and The Nature Conservancy. Both Forest Restoration
Partnership and Oregon State Extension will continue to develop a list of private landowners
interested in aspen enhancement during future workshops. From this list, we will work with
interested landowners to seek funding to complete restoration work.
Timeliness of Meeting Project Objectives:
There were several delays in meeting project objectives. These delays are explained below.
1-

Treatment delays were caused by changes in several of the demonstration sites
due to landowner budget considerations and changes in management directions
(see interim reports).

2-

The completion of the aspen manual was delayed due to budget cuts within OSU
Extension, which scaled back the number of hours Nicole Strong could work on
editing of the manual in 2008 and 2009.

3-

Manual completion was delayed due to the expanded scope of the document,
more authors and greater document content. A much larger effort was required to
edit this document and there were delays in getting chapters from each author.
We also decided to integrate workshop and field trip content into the plan, so we
delayed publication until after these sessions were completed.

4-

The final tour demo in the fall of 2009 (Prineville) was delayed due to the bad
weather and rescheduled for the following spring after it was determined that
poor winter season road access would prevent an effective winter tour. This tour
was re-scheduled and lengthened from a ½ day to full day event.

5-

With an expanded project timeframe, we were able to generate approximately
$28,000 beyond our required match.

Customers Benefiting from this Project
The primary audience for this project was private landowners in Central and Eastern Oregon.
We targeted both ownerships where ranching and forestry were the primary economic uses of
the land and also lands where diversified interests such as recreation and wildlife were
primary objectives driving management. Other customers benefiting from the work of this
project include land conservation groups (The Nature Conservancy, Rocky Mountain Elk
Foundation, Deschutes Land Trust and others) and State and Federal Land Management
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Agency personnel. Workshops and demonstration events drew over 200 people. Six hundred
copies of the aspen manual were printed and distributed to OSU Extension offices within the
targeted communities so it is locally available for pickup. The plan is also available on-line
and available to an expanded customer base including academia, wildlife enthusiasts,
foundations other groups interested in funding land conservation efforts, and people with a
general interest in aspen. With the posting of this manual on-line, it is available to the above
customers in states beyond Oregon. Information related to aspen stewardship was also
disseminated through various press releases and articles in trade journals (See Appendix A).
We estimate these articles reached an audience of approximately 5,000 readers.
Project Funds Expended
Project funds were spent generally consistent with the grant proposal within the focus areas.
Funds spent covered workshops, manual production, and demonstration site treatments.
Methods Employed to Demonstrate Alternative Technology
We used three approaches to provide the informational background of aspen (biology and
ecology) and demonstrate management practices to enhance these resources:
1- Direct presentation in a classroom forum. This method used PowerPoint presentations
and focused on short lectures by a variety of presenters with ample time at end of each
session for interaction involving attendees.
2- Publication of an aspen management manual. Our approach was to focus the design on
maintaining the attention of our target reader; a landowner with an average understanding
of the subject. This strategy included use of a graphics intensive (color pictures,
drawings, and flow charts) medium to deliver the information, in a “folksy” tone, limiting
technical jargon and including definitions where advanced terminology is required.
3- Field demonstration tours to the project sites. These tours included background
narratives, project descriptions and methodologies, and cost breakdowns. Attendees were
given assessment forms and broken into small groups to complete monitoring. The tours
concluded with a group discussion of the monitoring results, feedback on treatment
results to date, and alternative practices and input for future management actions.
Major Recommendations from this Project
There are several recommendations resulting from this project:
1- Aspen is a resource suffering from poor management practices throughout private lands
in Oregon. Efforts to enhance this resource are often successful with proper planning;
however there are few funding sources currently to assist with the cost of such
stewardship. We recommend that NRCS staff include this vegetation type as a priority
for enhancement actions.
2- The aspen assessment steps developed in this project provide a relatively simple and
straight forward method for landowners to determine the health of their aspen resources
as a precursor to implementing stewardship actions. We recommend NRCS staff promote
this methodology to landowners for use in the Wildlife Habitat Incentives Program and
the Oregon Mule Deer Recovery Project.
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3- Consider conducting more trainings to help landowners learn how to conduct these
assessments and to train NRCS personnel in the use of the manual.
4- Consider modifying the aspen manual for use in other Western states.

Introduction/Methodology and Accomplishments
The Oregon Aspen Project is a new collaborative effort to reverse the loss of aspen resources on
private lands though demonstration of innovative technology and techniques, funding for
treatments and assistance with assessment and monitoring on range and forestland in Eastern
Oregon. This project involved three components. 1- Publication of an aspen management manual
including assessment guidelines. 2- Development of demonstration treatment areas on ranches
throughout Central and Eastern Oregon. 3- Leading of educational workshops and tours to
demonstration areas.
The principle project coordinators were Darin Stringer, Director of the Forest Restoration
Partnership and Nicole Strong, Oregon State University Extension Master Woodland Manager
Coordinator (see Qualifications in Appendix F). Qualifications of the authors of the Aspen
Manual are described in Section IV of the manual.
The following entities and individuals participated in this project:
Forest Restoration Partnership
Oregon State University Extension
Lake County Watershed Council
Crooked River Watershed Council
John Day Watershed Council
Local Office of NRCS in the Counties of each demonstration site.
Oregon Department of Forestry
The Nature Conservancy
Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation
South Lane School District
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
Westfall Family
Dovenberg Family
Wood Family
Foster Family
Thomsen Family
Pete Talbot- Range Management Consultant
Agricultural Research Station Eastern Oregon Agricultural Research
Center

The project accomplishments are provided below each bulleted objective. See Table 1
for a timeline of project tasks.
1) To increase the knowledge-base on aspen management and promote active
restoration of this resources on private lands in Oregon through:
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Completion of a user-friendly management manual (hard copy, web-based and DVD)
to guide landowners in assessment, restoration and maintenance of aspen groves.



Completion of educational workshops and tours to each aspen demonstration site.



Development of a program that provides on-site consultation on aspen resources,
threats and management recommendations to private landowners.

2) To test innovative methods and technologies for use in aspen management
including:


Completion of demonstration project involving implementation of cutting-edge aspen
treatments on four private ranches in Hood, Lake, Crook and Klamath Counties,
involving following prescriptions:
1- Use of skid steer/mastication and tree sheer technology in a variety of conifer
encroachment settings
2- Examine the length of duration of exclosures needed prior to return of cattle
grazing.
3- Effectiveness of down wood to reduce browse pressure on aspen seedlings.
4- Effectiveness of various buck and pole exclosures to minimize elk intrusion, as
alternative to large fenced areas.

3) To develop and pursue funding sources for stewardship of aspen on private lands.


Funding secured on an on-going basis to provide resources to assist landowners with
management activities. This would be available to landowners other than
demonstration site owners.

A narrative of methods and accomplishments for each objective is provided below.
1- Production of the Land Managers Guide to Aspen in Oregon and Outreach
Workshops
The key tasks for production of the manual included the following: developing a list of authors,
defining and organizing content, developing graphics, compiling case studies, developing and
testing assessment techniques, editing chapters and conducting revisions and coordinating the
printing process. A number of academic, non-governmental organizations and governmental
agencies participated in the development of this manual. These included the Agricultural
Research Station Eastern Oregon Agricultural Research Center, Nature Conservancy, Oregon
State University Extension Service: Rangeland Management and Forestry and Natural Resources
Programs, The Nature Conservancy, U.S Forest Service, National Park Service, Bureau of Land
Management.
The final manual was 79 pages in length. The size was more than twice that in our original
proposal. The enlarged size was to provide a more comprehensive content and supporting
documentation including information gathered from the workshops and field trips. The results of
these sessions were incorporated into the manual, eliminating the need for a DVD.
A key deliverable and success of this project was the creation of a methodology for assessment of
aspen. This product was identified by NRCS field staff as an important product, and one that was
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not available in a usable format for landowners. We developed a draft assessment system after
reviewing several existing methodologies used by the National Park Service, US Forest Service
and the Aspen Delineation Project (a California multi-agency project). These systems were found
to be too complex and time consuming for use by most landowners. We also conducted
interviews with landowners to gauge preferences, the average knowledge base, and the time
commitment that would likely be allotted to conducting this work. We developed two assessment
methodologies, to provide landowners with a range of options to encourage this action to be
completed before management actions were undertaken (see Appendix E). A key product
developed as part of these assessment tools is the “Aspen Condition Classification Chart”, which
allows the landowner to match his/her aspen grove with eight illustrations depicting the overstory
and understory conditions. These custom illustrations were developed after site visits to numerous
aspen sites throughout Oregon to characterize the entire range of structure and composition. We
were able to reduce our original list of 32 types down to 8 and create graphics for each, which are
presented on page 23 of the manual.
The manual also includes prescriptions for enhancement of aspen, to be applied after the reader
completes the assessment. These prescriptions were developed in consultation with project
partners, after considering Oregon Department of Forestry Practice Rules and the needs of
landowners.
A total of 600 manuals were produced and have been made available to workshop and tour
participants, and other resource agency staff, professional and landowners unable to attend the
organized events. If all printed copies are used, OSU Extension will print additional copies on
demand. The manual is available for download on the Oregon State Extension Website by chapter
(http://ir.library.oregonstate.edu/jspui/handle/1957/18399). Hard copy manuals were mailed the
extension offices in the following communities throughout Central and Eastern Oregon:
Redmond, Prairie City, La Grande, Baker City, Lakeview, Klamath Falls, Prineville. Electronic
version links of the manual were emailed 75 NRCS personnel on the Eastside of the Cascades.
The completed manuscript is approximately 23,000 words, with over 50 photos, most of which
are color and includes custom graphics.
Aspen education workshops were held in the four planned communities (Prineville, Lakeview,
Klamath Falls and John Day). An additional presentation was organized and conducted in Bend
to expand participation for those unable to make the workshops in the more remote locations. A
total of 215 participants attended these workshops, meeting our expectations for attendance and
impact. Three half-day tours were conducted at five of the demonstration sites. A full day tour
was organized for the Prineville, Oregon demonstration sites to allow a more thorough and
comprehensive discussion of the treatments and results.
We decided to forgo producing a DVD of the workshop, opting instead to put greater content into
the manual since most participants in the workshop and tours felt an expanded manual would be
more useful. The manual size increased from 30 to 79 pages.
2- Demonstration Site Development
We initially envisioned developing four sites in as many counties to provide demonstration of
methods for enhancing aspen. Demonstration treatments were completed on five sites in three
counties. The sites were developed on private ranch lands. The tasks for development of the
demonstration sites are described as follows: site visits were completed, site modifications made,
baseline assessment plots installed demo sites mapped, and final design of treatments made.
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Treatments were implemented over a 2+ year period. The following treatments were completed
on each of the demonstration sites.
1- Dovenberg: Competing conifers were removed within aspen release areas (7
acres), and buck and pole fencing was constructed. A total of approximately .57
miles of buck and pole were constructed.
2- Thomsen: Competing conifers were cleared and burned, within and around
aspen groves and buck and pole and big game fencing constructed. A total of
approximately 35 acres were thinned and burned and 2,540 feet of buck and pole
and big game fencing was constructed.
3- Wood: Competing conifers were cleared within and around aspen groves and
buck and pole fencing and big game fencing constructed. On this property we
used felled conifers scattered on the ground as strategy to reduce browse without
use of fencing. A total of approximately 15 acres were thinned and .19 miles of
steel woven wire and plastic big game fence constructed. Grazing was modified
to keep cattle out during restoration work period. Controlled grazing is being
used on one site, that is too steep to fence, to see if such an approach can be used
effectively.
4- Westfall: Competing conifers were cleared within and around aspen groves. A
total of approximately 30 acres were thinned using a combination of mechanical
and hand methods and mastication. Prescribed burning was completed to
encourage aspen production and reduce slash.
5- Foster: Competing conifers were cleared within and around aspen groves and
big game fencing constructed. A total of approximately 15 acres were thinned
and .15 miles of steel woven wire fence constructed. Grazing was modified to
keep cattle out during restoration work period.
3- Provide outreach to landowners interested in aspen enhancement and pursue funding to
support restoration activities.
Two aspen workshops were delivered at the OSU Tree School days in Klamath Falls and
Baker City. In addition to the landowners chosen for demonstration sites, visits were
conducted to seven additional landowners. Additional grant funds were secured for Jim
Wood and Ralph Foster to continue aspen work using funds from the Oregon Department of
Forestry’s Mule Deer Recovery Project for the Maury Mountains. We were able to secure
assistance from the South Lane School District to provide labor to further aspen assistance on
the Westfall property, and the Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation for the Dovenberg ranch.
This part of the project will continue to be developed on an on-going basis. Plans and
discussions are underway to secure funding for aspen enhancement on aspen on lands owned
by the Deschutes Land Trust and The Nature Conservancy. Both Forest Restoration
Partnership and Oregon State Extension will continue to develop a list of private landowners
interested in aspen enhancement during future workshops. From this list, we will work with
interested landowners to seek funding to complete restoration work. The Oregon Natural
Desert Association and Deschutes Land Trust are using our assessment methodology in
cooperation with private landowners in Deschutes and Grant Counties. The principal
managers of this project are presenting aspen management for private landowners at the
annual Wildlife Conservation Society in Bend, Oregon in February 2011.
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Table 1. Schedule of Major Project Tasks
Project Task
Demonstration Site Visits
Monitoring, Assessment Protocol
Development, Project Layout

Dates of Activity
Fall 2007 through Summer 2008
Fall 08

Demonstration Treatments and Follow
up Monitoring
Manual Development
Aspen Management Workshops

Fall 2008 through Fall 2010

Demonstration Tours

Fall 2009 through Fall 2010

Summer 2008 through Fall 2010
Spring 2008 through Fall 2009

This project is innovative for several reasons.
1- It consolidates existing technical information on aspen management into a user-friendly
manual that landowners can use to develop stewardship strategies on their lands.
2- It developed an approach to monitoring and assessing aspen that landowners can employ
rapidly without extensive training or equipment. This methodology involved two approaches
(Rapid and Full) to provide solutions to landowners with varying backgrounds in mensuration
and assessment and time to complete assessment work.
3- This project provided a host of management tools to landowners interested in aspen
enhancement, and a tool within the manual to guide landowners toward practices most suited to
their specific needs based on unique site conditions and objectives. By providing a range of
treatment actions on private lands where owners have agreed to let the public view, allows
interested parties to examine such practices prior to committing to implementing. These
demonstration sites will be monitored over time with additional tours scheduled as longer-term
results are realized. We hope to demonstrate with longer-term monitoring that a range of
treatments are suitable to stimulate aspen, and that these treatments do not always have to involve
fencing. Fencing is typically prescribed to regenerate aspen, yet it is not always necessary and
many landowners are reluctant to put up more fence due to cost and effort required for
maintenance. We are hopeful our treatments including falling and leaving trees in place as a
barrier to ungulate movement and moving livestock through aspen groves for brief intense
grazing.
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Background
Ranchers and wildlife managers have long understood the importance of aspen for both livestock
forage and habitat value. Aspen groves are second only to riparian areas in biodiversity in the
inland Northwest (Kay 1997). These hardwood groves have been described as biodiversity
hotspots in the west, with high densities and diversity of lichens, understory plants, bats, and
birds. Use is very high by elk and other native ungulates.
The understories of aspen groves usually offer
exceptional grazing for domestic livestock. They are
also an iconic tree species on the western landscape and
are culturally and historically important. Aspen resources
are seriously declining throughout the West. These
declines range from 49% in Colorado to 95% in Arizona.
In Oregon, up to 50% of aspen stands have been lost in
the last century (Brown 1995). These declines are caused
by the combined effects of fire prevention and conifer
expansion, cattle grazing, and increased ungulate
populations. Aspen groves are being replaced by
sagebrush on dry sites and conifers in moister areas. The
effects of this conversion are dramatic. Forage
production can be reduced by up to 67% when aspen are
replaced by conifers (Mueggler 1988). Bird species
richness also declines with conifer replacement
(Winternitz 1980). Conifer replacement leads to reduced
water recharge. Some estimates suggest a 2-7” increase
in water consumption by conifers compared to
aspen (Harper 1981). Wildlife biologists fear the loss
of aspen could have deleterious effects on some
game species including elk.

Declining aspen due to conifer encroachment.
Western states have lost from 49-95% of aspen
stands in the last 100 years.

The following press headlines of aspen decline have appeared recently:
Fewer Wolves and Wildfires may have led to aspen’s decline
ABCNews 9-21-2000
Anxiety rises for aspen groves : Wallowa County presses ahead with efforts to ensure survival of its
ancient stands
The Oregonian 10-15-2006
Scientists seek root cause of aspen decline: fungus, drought, human interference among suspected
factors in tree deaths
Associated Press 9-16-2006
Disappearing Aspen
National Public Radio 5-24-2004
Wolves linked to aspen recovery
Billings Gazette 10-29-2003
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Plan to save aspen: clearcutting could give seedlings chance to replace dying trees
Rocky Mountain News 9-11-2006
Landowners in Oregon have few resources to provide technical or funding assistance to assist
with management of aspen. Of the twenty landowners that responded to our initial outreach
questionnaire, 90% noted lack of information on how to manage aspen. Most respondents said
lack of funding was also an inhibiting factor in lack of management. All noted the aspen on their
properties appeared to be in decline. The technical information published on aspen is often in
formats unavailable or too complex for many landowners. Furthermore, the time requirements for
compiling management related publications prevents many landowners from getting the
information they need. The limiting factors for good stewardship of aspen in Oregon are
summarized as follows:
1- Lack of technical information in understandable formats for the target audience (private
landowners) related to management of aspen resources. There are currently no materials
or methodologies for use by this audience to examine aspen and prescribe stewardship
actions in a coordinated approach.
2- Lack of outreach/educational sessions to provide basic information to private landowners
on aspen biology and management.
3- Lack of demonstration sites to visit to see actual treatments implemented, and results
observed.
4- Lack of information on response of aspen groves in Oregon to various treatments.
5- Lack of funding to assist landowners with aspen enhancement projects.

Quality Assurance
To insure quality of aspen manual, an extensive editing process was completed that included
technical reviews by OSU Extension and Range Personnel. The guide was edited by two
professional editors and the OSU Extension printing services department.
The assessment tools were developed in consultation with resource professionals in the USFS,
Oregon Department of Forestry, OSU Extension and the Aspen Delineation Project. The protocol
was field tested, modified several times and then tested using landowners to insure methods could
be completed without supervision. Instructions and graphics were reviewed by a professional
editor, and landowners to insure clarity.
Aspen treatments were closely supervised by landowners and the project manager. Prior to
implementation, a pre-work meeting was held with each contractor to review expectations and
project details such as resource protection and tolerances. A site visit was conducted at
completion of work to examine quality of enhancement treatments. Two site visits were made at
each project site to collect information and design treatments in close collaboration with
landowner. Monitoring plots were installed and permanently delineated using steel posts, for
repeat measurement. Photopoints were established at each plot. The complete survey protocol is
provided in pages 8-23 of the manual. These plots will be used to evaluate treatment effects in the
future, with a scheduled re-measurement to occur in 2012.
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Findings
The following findings resulted from this project
1- There is a strong interest in the information developed and presented as indicated by
participation by landowners and land management agency participation in field trips and
workshops.
2- There is an interest in financial support to landowners to enhance aspen. We had more
landowners than funding.
3- Assessment tools developed were found to be useful for landowners, understandable and easy
to implement. There are key findings because overly complex and time consuming protocols do
not get used.
4- Enhancement methods for aspen used in other parts of the country are not necessarily
compatible in Oregon, validating the need for management guidance that is specific to each state
or Ecoregion.
5- The enhancement methods employed at each site were successfully implemented. Lessons
learned included: A- Mastication treatment was best suited to sites that did not contain aspen
regeneration because the machine could not treat the conifers without also damaging small aspen.
B- Mastication also was difficult in groves with high levels of down wood. C- Buck and pole
fencing was difficult on slopes, use of a combination of buck and pole on gradual slopes, and big
game fencing on steep slopes was successfully constructed. D- Purchase of poles and posts for
buck and pole fencing are often cost prohibitive in remote areas. Use of local materials is an
option, but these trees often had too high taper for use. Juniper was successfully used, but only
low taper trees could be used. E- Type of fence to construct is a major decision and involves
understanding patterns of ungulate use in the aspen. This information was available on some sites
where landowners were actively engaged in management and had an intimate understanding of
aspen and animal use. On sites with less information on animal use, the type of fence to construct
was not always clear. Browse pressure and animals involved varied widely across enhancement
sites. Understanding the animals involved in browse and timing is critical to protecting aspen. FBurning appeared to have a positive effect on aspen suckering. G- Some landowners are reluctant
to construct new fencing (as learned during the workshops), because of the maintenance issue.
Other techniques including managing grazing is not sufficient on many sites because the browse
problem is also caused by wild ungulates. The use of felling conifers as a barrier was
implemented on the Wood site, and we will be monitoring results in the future to determine
effectiveness of this procedure. We also learned that some landowners will not use this method
for aesthetic reason and because of the perceived increased fire risk. H- The response of aspen to
treatments varied and was not always predictable. Short term results showed that aspen actively
suckers with treatments to increase light and reduce competition with conifers. However, several
sites we did not get good suckering. To gauge success of these treatments, at least 5-years are
needed. This time period is needed because it takes at least 5 years for aspen to grow to sizes to
resist browse.
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Conclusions and Recommendations
We demonstrated that aspen resources are important to landowners and there is interest in
technical and financial assistance to aid in its recovery on lands in Eastern Oregon. The
assessment tools developed to examine aspen groves was found to be useful by landowners both
for establishing a baseline of conditions and providing information to guide stewardship actions.
Furthermore, the design of these tools were found to be easy to use, based on landowner
feedback. The treatments implemented on the demonstration sites all have application in the
enhancement of aspen. Preliminary results from enhancement work on the demonstration sites
shows that the treatments have resulted in new aspen suckering all the sites. More time is needed
to determine success of each treatment relative to the goal of establishing new aspen and allowing
it to grow to sizes to resist browse.
The following recommendations are offered as a result of work completed in this project:
1- Additional funding mechanisms should be developed to specifically support aspen
enhancement working including resources for initial assessment work.
2- The aspen assessment tools should be used to help resource managers assess aspen and
prescribe treatments under various NRCS programs, Wildlife Habitat Incentives Program and the
Oregon Mule Deer Recovery Project.
3- The “Land Manager’s Guide to Aspen Management in Oregon” should be promoted and
distributed by NRCS personnel during contact with private landowners.
4- Consider modifying the aspen manual for use in other Western states.
5- NRCS field personnel are encouraged to conduct future visits to the demonstration sites to
learn more about the treatments and aspen response. The sites are open with landowner contact.
Consider conducting more trainings to help landowners learn how to conduct these assessments
and to train NRCS personnel in the use of the manual.
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Appendices
A- Articles/Press Releases/Workshop Flyers
Aspen remnants get second chance
by Scotta Callister. Blue Mountain Eagle. November 12, 2008. Pg. 10
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Aspen in Oregon – and Beyond
What’s Happening Where You Are?
By Nicole Strong. Society for Range Management – Pacific Northwest Section.
August 2008. Volume 59, Section 3, Pg. 7
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Aspen Management Workshop Flyer
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Reclaiming Fading Glory: The Decline of Aspen and How to Bring it Back
By Darn Stringer. Northwest Woodlands. Spring 2009. Pg. Cover Photo, and 16-18.
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B- Land manager's guide to aspen management in Oregon
Land manager's guide to aspen management in Oregon
by OSU Extension Service, Nicole Strong, Darn Stringer, Teresa Welch, and Betsy
Littlefield. 2010.
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Full copy available for download here:
http://ir.library.oregonstate.edu/jspui/handle/1957/18399
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C- Project Photo Gallery

Photo 1. Pre-treatment photopoint at the Foster
demo site.

Photo 2. Post-treatment photopoint at the Foster
demo site.

Photo 3. Buck and pole fence construction at
Dovenberg demo site.

Photo 4. Buck and pole fence construction at
Dovenberg demo site.

Photo 5. Woven wire big game fence constructed at
the Foster demo site.

Photo 6. Mastication of lodgepole pine at Westfall
demo site.
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Photo 7. Pre-treatment photopoint at the Thomsen
demo site.

Photo 8. Post-treatment photopoint at the
Thomsen demo site.

Photo 9. Field visit and aspen assessment training
at Thomsen demo site.

Photo 10. Field visit to Foster demo site and training
of assessment techniques.

Photo 11. Aspen workshop in Klamath Falls.

Photo 12. Field visit to the Westfall demo site and
assessment training.
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E- Aspen Assessment Tools

See page 9-23 in Land Managers Guide to Aspen Management in Oregon for full
chapter describing the assessment tools.
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